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This is an appeal from an order after a hearing under Welfare and Institutions
Code section 366.261 terminating the parental rights of appellant Joyce J. over her 13-
year-old son, C.J. At the time of the hearing, C.J. had been in foster care for seven years.

Joyce’s court-appointed counsel filed a letter brief pursuant to In re Phoenix H.
(2009) 47 Cal.4th 835 (Phoenix H.), informing this court that she read the entire record
and could find no issues to raise on appeal. We granted Joyce leave to file a letter setting
forth a good cause showing that an arguable issue of reversible error does exist. Joyce
submitted a letter asking that she be allowed to continue visiting C.J. once a month.

We briefly summarize the facts. In 2006, three-year-old C.J. was taken into
protective custody after a doctor discovered bruises on his back and arms during a
physical exam and C.J. said that Joyce hit him. The following year, after providing Joyce
12 months of reunification services, the juvenile court ordered C.J. into long-term foster
care and granted Joyce monthly supervised visits. In 2014, the juvenile court set a
section 366.26 hearing after C.J.’s foster mother asked to adopt him. Joyce agreed that
C.J. should remain with his foster mother but objected to the adoption. She wanted to
continue visiting C.J. C.J. wanted to be adopted, stating that he loved his foster family.
He wanted to continue seeing his mother but was satisfied with talking to her on the
telephone. C.J.’s foster mother did not object to C.J. speaking to Joyce on the telephone,
but did not want to enter into a legal agreement for postadoption contact. In January
2015, the juvenile court terminated Joyce’s parental rights.

Though we are not required to, we have reviewed the record as it relates to the
section 366.26 hearing and we have found no arguable issues for briefing. (Phoenix H.,
supra, 47 Cal.4th at pp. 841-842.) Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal.

DISPOSITION

This appeal is dismissed.

1 All statutory references are to the Welfare and Institutions Code.



